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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed with respect to the amended claims have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that "[t]he "direct link" referred to in column 4, line 54, is 
irrelevant to the video communications, but rather simply relates to the transmission of 
readings from the remote site to the host site. Instead the video communications are 
between the host site and a portable computer at the remote site." The "direct link" is a 
link between the portable computer and the medical apparatus. Applicant argues further 
that "host site and a portable computer at the remote site. It would not be obvious to 
eliminate the portable computer and have the host site communicate directly with each 
imaging system since this would require that a teleconferencing capability be built into 
each imaging system." Nowhere has it been suggested that the portable computer be 
removed. The portable computer is a part of the imaging system. 

Applicant further argues "Levy neither discloses nor suggests the downloading of 
a training video to a medical diagnostic imaging system, which capability would render 
the invention of Levy superfluous." Levy discloses receiving video for training (see Col 
6, Lines 54-66). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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3. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claim 8 depends upon claim 6, which has been cancelled. For the sake of 
examination, the Examiner presumes claim 8 to depend upon claim 5. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1 , 5, 8-9 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,449,001 to Levy et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,791 ,907 to Ramshaw et al. and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,477,708 to Sawa. 

Regarding Claim 1 , Levy discloses a method for video teleconferencing 
including a central service facility connected to any number of remote sites via a 
network (See Figure 1). Furthermore the system of Levy is based on a personal 
computer (Col. 5, Lines 11-45) and is used in conjunction with various medical 
diagnostic imaging devices (Col. 2, Lines 9-14) for the purpose of, among other 
things, technical and technique monitoring and training (Col. 6, Lines 54-67). 
Further, Levy discloses that the invention may be a direct link between the 
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medical apparatus and the portable computer at the remote site (Col. 4, Lines 
54-57). This direct connection between the computer and the imaging device 
reads on the claimed provision of software on medical diagnostic imaging 
systems as it is well known in the art that a single computer device may replicate 
the functionality of two or more interconnected computer devices that share data 
via a communication path. The video is displayed on the PC, which is part of the 
imaging system. Levy does not, however, disclose a method by which a specific 
training video is selected, requested, and transmitted from the central service 
facility to the medical diagnostic imaging system. 

Ramshaw discloses an interactive medical training device based on a 
personal computer system with a display and a speaker wherein the user can 
select and receive high resolution video displays with prerecorded video 
segments and photographic images (Col. 7, Lines 33-41) froma local source 
(Col. 6, Lines 23-25) or a remote server over a network (Col. 7, Lines 1-7). It is 
well understood in the art that in such a client-server relationship (See Figure 1 B 
and Col. 8, Lines 21-32), when the client makes a request for content of the 
server, the server retrieves the data from its storage device and sends the data 
across the network to the client. The client, upon receipt of the data, in this case 
a video segment, plays back the data in a video window as shown in Figure 4A. 
Ramshaw discloses the use of a video segment for training with respect to a 
medical procedure. It is implied that the person trained in the procedure would 
perform the procedure after the training, not before it. Ramshaw is evidence that 
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ordinary workers in the art would recognize the benefits of computer-based video 
training in a medical environment. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would include the 
client/server video-on-demand training system of Ramshaw with the medical 
diagnostic imaging system teleconferencing training system of Levy in order to 
facilitate "off-line" distance learning to a plurality of users at a lower cost and 
higher availability than that of live instructor training. This reads on the claimed 
selecting a training video via an operator input to the medical diagnostic imaging 
system, sending a request from the system to the central service facility via the 
network where the video request comprises an identifier identifying the selected 
training video. What Levy in view of Ramshaw do not disclose, however, is a 
source system identifier in the video request identifying the medical diagnostic 
imaging system and the central service facility, in response to receipt of the 
request and identifier, verifying whether the medical system identified has a valid 
subscription and declining to retrieve data if the system identified by the identifier 
does not have a valid subscription. 

Sawa discloses a bi-directional communication system using a client- 
server model whereby video information is transmitted over a network to a 
plurality of client terminals from a centralized server. Sawa further discloses that 
a "service request" is made that includes identification data (Col. 4, Lines 25-40). 
It is inherent that in order for the client to send such identification data in the 
service request that it must be stored in memory. This clearly reads on the 
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claimed video request (service request) identifying a source system identifier 
(identification data) identifying the client. Upon authentication of the client's 
identification data from the service request, the server will accept or not accept 
entry of the client (Col. 4, Lines 40-45). Only if the requesting client is 
authenticated will the video data server delivers video data to the client (Col. 3, 
Lines 54-58). This clearly reads on the claimed in response to receipt of request 
and identifier at the central service facility, verifying whether the client (in this 
case, the medical diagnostic system) identified by the identifier has a valid 
subscription and declining to retrieve data if there is no valid subscription. Sawa 
is evidence that ordinary workers in the art would appreciate the ability to 
authenticate users in, a networked video transmission system. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to use the authentication server of Sawa with the medical diagnostic 
imaging video training system of Levy in view of Ramshaw in order to prevent 
unauthorized access to sensitive or copyrighted media content. 

Regarding Claim 5, see Claim 1 above. Ramshaw discloses a plurality of 
clients (See Figure 1 B). This reads on the claimed multiplicity of remote systems. 
Ramshaw further discloses an interactive medial training system that utilizes a 
graphical user interface for selecting a training video (See Figures 3A and 7A). 

Regarding Claim 8, Levy in view of Ramshaw and further in view of Sawa 
disclose a system as stated above in Claim 5. Ramshaw further discloses an 
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interactive medical training device as stated above based on a personal 
computer system with a display and a speaker wherein the user can select, 
receive and play back high resolution video displays with prerecorded video 
segments and photographic images (Col. 7, Lines 33-41 ) from a local source 
(Col. 6, Lines 23-25) or a remote server over a network (Col. 7, Lines 1-7). The 
system of Ramshaw discloses a video/audio player for displaying the video data 
on the display screen (See Figure 4A) and audio to the user (Col. 6, Lines 13- 
14). 

Regarding Claim 9, Levy in view of Ramshaw and further in view of Sawa 
disclose a system as stated above in Claim 5. Sawa further discloses a bi- 
directional communication system using a client-server model whereby video 
information is transmitted over a network to a plurality of client terminals from a 
centralized server. A dedicated authentication server (See Figure 1 , Client- 
Management Server 4) validates an authentication request message (Col. 4, 
Lines 25-40) sent via the network in the client's service request message. If a 
client is accepted, a message is sent to the video server (application server) 
indicating that the client has a valid subscription (Col. 7, Lines 13-22). What is 
not disclosed, however, is that the application server coupled to the license 
server is programmed to decline the video request if the license server 
communicates that the client identified by the identifier does not have a valid 
subscription. Official Notice is hereby taken that it is well known in the art that a 
server may deny a client access based on an access server indicating that the 
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client does not have a valid subscription. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the system of Levy in view of Ramshaw and further in view of Sawa with 
the license server communicating to the application server when a client does not 
have a valid subscription of the well-known prior art such that the video server 
(application server) may transmit subscription information or preview data to 
potential subscriber who is not yet registered. 
Regarding Claim 23, see Claim 5 above. 

Conclusion 

6. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John Manning whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7352. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F: 9:00 - 5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John W. Miller can be reached on 571-272-7353. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 


JM 

September 16, 2005 



